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COMMENTS OF LEE W. SHUBERT, TRUSTEE

Lee W. Shubert, Trustee, licensee of KLLL-FM, Lubbock

("KLLL"), respectfully submits these comments in response to the

Request for Supplemental Information, adopted May 8, 1996, in the

above-referenced proceeding. Y

1. WOLFFORTH IS NOT ENTITLED TO ANY FIRST LOCAL SERVICE
PREFERENCE.

Petitioner 21st Century Radio Ventures, Inc., permittee

of Station KAIQ(FM), licensed to Littlefield, Texas, ("21st

Century") is proposing a reallotment of that station to

Wolfforth, Texas, whLch is located approximately three miles from

Lubbock. KLLL has previously filed reply comments opposing that

reallotment. See Reply Comments of Lee W. Shubert, Trustee

("KLLL Comments") (attached hereto as Exhibit B). As KLLL

demonstrated in its:=arlier submissions, Wolfforth (population

Y Copies of KLLL's prior pleadings are attached hereto
and are incorporated herein by reference. r\':. '-;"~'d_Q()L{

.'



1,941) is not deserving of a first local service preference, as

it is clearly interdependent with Lubbock (population 186,206)

which has a plethora of local broadcast outlets already. In

contrast, the CommissLon has twice underscored the need for local

FM service in Littlefield.2:/

As the Commission's request for supplemental

information recognizes, 21st Century must show that Wolfforth

warrants a first local service preference under the three factors

enumerated in RKO Gen~ral (KFRC), 5 FCC Rcd 3222 (1990), and Faye

and Richard Tuck, 3 FCC Rcd 5374 (1988): (1) signal population

coverage; (2) size and proximity; and (3) interdependence of

suburban with central city. It cannot make this showing.

Under the first factor, KLLL has demonstrated that 21st

Century's proposal wculd place a 1 rnV/m signal over all of

Lubbock. See KLLL Comments at 6. As to the second factor,

Wolfforth is dwarfed by nearby Lubbock -- a city almost one

hundred times its size that is only three miles away. See id.

Lastly, the Faye and Richmond Tuck factors also clearly

demonstrate the kind of interdependence that disqualifies

Wolfforth from any f~rst local service preference.

As set for::h in KLLL' s prior comments, Wolfforth has no

airport or hospital. See KLLL Comments at 6. Its advertising

market is indistinguishable from the Lubbock advertising market.

See id. Its political identity is inseparable from that of

y See Amendment of Section 73.202(b), 6 FCC Rcd 1503 (MMB
1991); Id., 3 FCC Rcd 6516 (MMB 1988).
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Lubbock: state House District 83 combines Wolfforth with most of

the territory inside the "loop" (the highway ringing the city) in

Lubbock 1 and Texas's 19th federal congressional district likewise

combines Wolfforth with most of Lubbock. See id. at 6-7. Only

one of the city's fe~ employers (apart from the school district)

has over one hundred employees. The next five employers each

employ fewer than 20 1 and the remainder employ fewer than 10.

See id. at 7.

The 1995 Rand McNally Commercial Atlas and Marketing

Guide identifies Wolfforth as being in the Lubbock Ranally Metro

Area.~ GeographicallYI economically, politically,

demographically, socially and culturallYI Wolfforth's identity is

inextricably bound Ul with Lubbock's. As KLLL's comments

demonstrate, Wolfforth itself emphasizes that "Lubbock is rapidly

growing in the [direction of Wolfforth] ," that I' [l]ess than three

miles separate the two city limit signs," and that" [t]he

citizens of Wolffortr have all the advantages and conveniences of

a large city." See id. at 7. Asked whether any publications or

literature about Wolfforth were available l a Wolfforth city

official answered no and stated: "We're just not big enough for

that." See id. at 8 Asked whether there were any radio or

television stations in Wolfforth, she answered "no" and stated:

"Being right here in Lubbock," there is "no need to have those

~ As KLLL has previously noted, Ranally Metro Areas are
designed to include central cities, satellite communities 1 and
suburbs. See KLLL Comments at 7.
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things when we have them right here at our fingertips. II See id.

More recently, Wolffcrth city employees confirmed that at least

half of its residents commute to Lubbock,~ that there are no

intracity transportation services, that commercial bus lines do

not pick up passengers in Wolfforth, and that the Lubbock Fire

Department responds to fires within Wolfforth town limits. See

Decl. of Scott Harris (attached hereto as Exhibit A) .

II. INDEPENDENT GROUNDS BAR REALLOCATION HERE.

In any event, the Commission should not here allow 21st

Century to abandon its commitment to construct a Littlefield

transmission facility in search of a more populous market in the

Lubbock suburbs. As KLLL has noted in its prior comments, 21st

Century applied for a construction permit to serve Littlefield in

July 1993. See Supplement to Reply Comments of Lee W. Shubert,

Trustee (IIKLLL Supplement ll
) (attached hereto as Exhibit C);

Opposition to IIMotion to Dismiss Supplement to Reply Comments of

Lee W. Shubert, Trustee" ("KLLL Opposition ll
) (attached hereto as

Exhibit D). Nine months after obtaining that permit, and before

even ordering equipment for the proposed facility, it filed for

reallocation from Littlefield to Wolfforth. See KLLL Supplement

at 1. Then, in October 1995, with the deadline for construction

~ Compare Elizabeth City, N.C., and Chesapeake, Va., 9
FCC Rcd 3586 (MMB 1994) (finding interdependence where 60% of
residents work elsewhere). Moreover, by far the largest employer
of Wolfforth residents outside of Lubbock is the local school
district, which covers an area considerably larger than
Wolfforth. See KLLL :~omments at Ex. A.
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under the Littlefield permit looming, it filed for an extension

of its Littlefield permit, claiming that circumstances beyond its

control had delayed construction. See id. at 2)/ But those

circumstances were simply its own voluntary attempts to

reallocate its station to the Lubbock suburbs. See id. This

bait-and-switch tactic appears to be characteristic of 21st

Century's approach in other markets. See KLLL Opposition.!il

The CommissLon should not endorse this "artificial or

purely technical manipulation" of its rules and policies. Y In

this context, it is no answer to say that the loss to Littlefield

is mitigated by the fact that the residents of Littlefield would

never benefit from the station promised but not delivered by 21st

Century.~ The Commission has indicated -- in a case presently

pending before it involving 21st Century that the

"theoretical" nature :>f the service lost to a small community may

still offset the equally theoretical "gain" to an already well-

served suburb of an urbanized area. See Sibley, Iowa and

~ That extension currently expires on July 17, 1996.
File No. BMPH-951012JA.

~ See Sibley, Iowa and Brandon, South Dakota, 11 FCC Rcd
3635 (MMB 1996) i Bagdad and Chino Valley, Arizona, 11 FCC Rcd 523
(MMB 1996) .

Y Amendment of the Commission's Rules Regarding
Modification of FM and TV Authorizations to Specify a New
Community of License, 5 FCC Rcd 7094, 7096 (1990).

§I See Douglas, Tifton and Unionville, Ga., 10 FCC Rcd
7706 (MMB 1995) i Sanibel and San Carlos Park, Fl., 10 FCC Rcd
7215 (MMB 1995) i Pawley's Island and Atlantic Beach, S.C., 8 FCC
Rcd 8657 (MMB 1993) i Glencoe and Le Sueur, Mn., 7 FCC Rcd 7651
(MMB 1992) .
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Brandon, S.D., 11 FCC Rcd 3635 (MMB 1996) (requiring 21st Century

to submit evidence on interdependence of suburb to which it was

attempting to move) .2/ Where the holder of a permit promptly

abandons its communitv in an effort to move an as-yet-unbuilt

station to an urban suburb, the Commission should refuse to

endorse such a move. ill To do so would be flatly inconsistent

with the policies behind Section 73.3534 of the rules as well as

the principles of bringing service to outlying communities

underlying Section 307(b) of the Communications Act.

~ None of the cases cited in note 8 involved a transition
from a rural community to an area within or adjacent to an urban
area. Thus, in none of those cases did the Commission apply the
policies set forth in RKO General (KFRC), 5 FCC Rcd 3222 (1990),
and Faye and Richard Tuck, 3 FCC Rcd 5374 (1988), to the loss of
an as-yet-unbuilt station.

W 21st Century is thus again distinguished from other
permittees who have been allowed to reallocate permits for
unbuilt facilities. See, e.g., Sanibel and San Carlos Park,
.Ek...., 10 FCC Rcd 721::, (MMB 1995) (permittee unable to obtain
authorized site in original community through no fault of its
own); Glencoe and Le Sueur, Mn., 7 FCC Rcd 7651 (MMB 1992)
(same) .
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For the foregoing reasons, 21st Century's petition

should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

LEE W. SHUBERT, TRUSTEE

Wilmer, Cutler & P ckering
2445 M Street, N..
Washington, D.C. 20037-1420
(202 663-6000

Counsel for Lee W. Shubert. Trustee

July 8, 1996
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DECI ARATION OF W. SCOTI HARRIS

1. I am Vice-President and General Manager of KLLL-FM

("KLLL"), Lubbock, Te iCas.

2. On Jun"~ 20, 1996, I called a telephone number

listed for the Wolfforth Chamber of Commerce and Agriculture.

The individual who answered identified herself as Ms. Candice

Layman, an employee with the Chamber of Commerce.

3. I asked Ms. Layman what percentage of Wolfforth's

population commutes t) Lubbock. She answered that at least half

of the residents commlte to Lubbock.

4. I then asked Ms. Layman whether any intracity

transportation servic,~s operated within Wolfforth. She replied

that no such services existed in Wolfforth. She further

indicated that commer~ial bus lines do not pick up passengers in

Wolfforth; a Wolffortl resident must travel to Lubbock to board a

bus.

5. On Julr 3, 1996, I called a telephone number

listed for the Wolffo,:th City Hall. The individual who answered

identified himself as Mr. Doug Hutchinson at Wolfforth City Hall.

6. I asked Mr. Hutchinson if Wolfforth maintained its

own fire department. He replied that it had a volunteer fire

department and that L.Ibbock Fire Department also responds to

fires within Wolffortl town limits.



I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of

the United Stated of ~erica that the foregoing facts are true

and correct.

.-----
Executed thLS~)7/-1

f .

;-/(/ '\f ••·Ut/ (/~Jl-<:/~/
W. i Scott Harris
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554
FBlNLCCIIIl__COIIIIDI

CfR:£CfsralTAR'f

In the Matter of

Amendment of section 73.202(b),
Table of Allotments,
FM Broadcast stations.
(Littlefield, Wolfforth and
Tahoka, Texas)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

---------,._-------)
TO: Chief, Allocations Branch

MM Docket No. 95-83
RM-8634

REPLY COMMENTS OF LEE W, SHUBERT, TRUSTEE

Lee W. Shubert, Trustee, licensee of KLLL(FM), Lubbock

("KLLL"), respectfully submits this reply to the comments of 21st

Century Radio Ventures, Inc, ("Petitioner") and Emil Macha

("Macha") concerning the Co_ission's proposal in the abave­

referenced proceeding.

Int,roduction

Petitioner filed its application for a construction

permit for a Littlefield facility in July 1993. The Commission

granted that application in May 1994, by construction permit that

expires in November 1995. a.. File No, BPH-930726BM,

Petitioner has not constructed its station in

Littlefield, and apparently has no intention of doing so. Nine

months after it obtained its construction permit, Petitioner

filed its petition to reallocate its channel to Wolfforth, which

is less than three miles outside the city limits of Lubbock. ~



Exhibit A. In defending the loss of service to over 17,000

persons in the Littlefield area, Petitioner asserts that KAIQ

will remain unbuilt. Pet. Rule Making at 2-3, 4. Thus, it

relies upon its intention not to comply with the requirements of

its construction permit as a basis for its Lubbock move-in.

PETITIONER'S PROPOSAL CONSTITUTES PRECISELY
THE KIND OF MANIPULATION OF FM ALLOCATION
POLICIES THAT THE COMMISSION HAS REFUSED TO
COUNTENANCE

Petitioner claims as the principal benefit of its

proposal the provision of a first local service to Wolfforth.

However, the Commission has "consistently given little or no

weight to claimed first local service preferences if, given the

facts and circumstances, the grant of a preference would appear

to allow an artificial or purely technical manipulation of the

Commission's 307(b) related policies."V This is exactly what

Petitioner has proposed. Petitioner's proposal would eliminate

the only FM channel presently allotted to Littlefield -- which

must be placed in service by November 1995 under the terms of

Petitioner's construction permit -- and add it to Wolfforth, a

much smaller community less than three miles from Lubbock whose

interests are indistinguishable from and already well served by a

plethora of existing stations licensed to Lubbock.

y a..pdwapt of the c· i ••igo's Iule. Ragarding
Mgdifieatign of PI Ind TV Autbqri.atigns to Specify a Hew
cowaunity of Lie.n•• , 5 FCC Red 7094,7096 (1990).
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The Commission's 1989 amendment to its allocation

procedures gave licensees the ability to change their communities

of license without opening themselves up to comparative

hearings. Y Petitions for reallotment would be granted whenever

they would "result ).n a preferential arrangement of allotments"

under the Commission's usual allotment priorities.¥ Commenters

in that proceeding had voiced concern that licensees would be led

to abandon rural communities in favor of suburbs of populated

cities.~ The Commission addressed these concerns by assuring

that reallotments would be permitted only if they served the

pUblic interest as measured by the Commission's allotment

priorities:

There may be situations in which, consistent
with the allotment priorities and policies, a
licensee may try to increa.e its total
popUlation served by moving, for instance,
from a rural community to a suburban
community. We do not believe that such a
move necessarily constitutes abuse of process
so long as the new community of license is
preferable to the original comaunity under
our allotaent criteria, although the result
may be removal of some service from

y Aaandaant of tha Cqp'i••ion's Rules Regarding
Modification of PI .nd TV Authorizations to Spacify a Hew
Cpwynitv of Lican.a, 4 FCC Red 4870 (1989) ("AllgtMftt Order"),
on recgnsidaration, 5 FCC Red 7094 (1990) ("Rlconsideratign
Order").

'J! Allg1jMnt Order, 4 FCC Rcd at 4873. For FM service,
those priorities are: (1) first aural service; (2) second aural
.ervice; (3) first local service; and (4) other public interest
matters. Co-equal weight is given to priorities (2) and (3).
Rayisign of FM Assignaent Policies and Procedures, 90 F.C.C. 2d
88,92 (1982).

~ Allgtment Order, 4 FCC Red at 4871, 4873.
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communities on the frinqe of an urban area.
The application of the allotment priorities
and policies . . . will act as a barrier to
the clusterinq of stations in major
metropolitan areas. We will, however,
carefully monitor these situations, and will
address the issue if necessary.V

On reconsideration, the Commission reiterated and

strenqthened its commitment to protect aqainst such situations:

[W]e do not intend to apply the first local
service preference of our allotment ·criteria
blindly. We recoqnize that an inflexible
application of that preference, without
further analysis, could consistently result
in our findinq that a reallotment leadinq to
first local service for a suburb of a much
larqer adjacent metropolitan center justifies
removinq a local service from a more remote
community. We wish to dispel any concern
that our new rule would lead to such a
result.~

Yet that is precisely the result proposed by this

petition. The commission's first and second priorities -- first

and second aural service -- are not at issue; Littlefield and

Wolfforth each will receive such aural services reqardless of the

outcome of this proceedinq. Pet. Rule Makinq Tech. Exhibit Fiq.

9. Petitioner thus relies heavily on the "first local service"

criterion. But Wolfforth's first local service would be heaped

on a mountai~ of service from Lubbock. Y The Commission

recoqnized in the Allotment Order that "first local service for a

1sl.&. at 4873.

Reconsideration order, 5 FCC Rcd at 7096.

Y Lubbock has seven AM and fourteen PM stations and five
television stations. (One of the PM stations is not on the air.)
1 Broadcasting' Cable Yearbook 1995 B-407 (1995).
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suburb of a much larger adjacent metropolitan center" does not

necessarily justify removing a local service from a more remote

community.Y Before doing so, the Commission looks at three

criteria: (1) signal population coverage, i.e., the degree to

which the proposed station could provide service to the adjacent

metropolis as well as the suburb; (2) the size and proximity of

the suburb relative to the city and whether the suburb is within

the city's urbanized area; and (3) the interdependence of the

suburb with the central city in terms of work patterns, media

services, opinions of residents, and community institutions and

services. 2/

Reconsideration Order, 5 FCC Rcd at 7096.

~ ~ at 3223. These are a condensed expression of the
criteria set forth in Faye' Richard Tuck. Inc., 3 FCC Rcd 5374,
5378 (1988):

(1) the extent to which co_unity residents work in the
larger metropolitan area, rather than the specified
co.-unity; (2) whether the s..ller co__unity has its
own newspaper or other media that covers the
ccmaunity's local needs and intere.ts; (3) whether
co_unity leaders and residents perceive the specified
community as being an inteqral part of, or separate
from, the larger metropolitan area; (4) whether the
specified co..unity has its own local government and
elected officials; (5) whether the s.aller community
ha. its own telephone book provided by the local
telephone coapany or zip code; (6) whether the
co-.unity ha. it. own coma.rcial establishments, health
facilitie., and transportation sy.te..; (7) the extent
to which the specified comaunity and the central city
are part of the same advertising market; and (8) the
extent to which the specified comaunity relies on the
larger metropolitan area for various municipal services
such as police, fire protection, schools, and
libraries ..
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Petitioner's comments iqnore the.e criteria. Indeed,

the comments barely mention Lubbock, and then only in connection

with whether Wolfforth qualifies as a community at all for

allotment purposes, and not in connection with the Commission's

allotment priorities. Pet. for Rule Makinq at 2. In fact, under

these criteria, Wolfforth is a classic example of the

interdependent suburb for which claims of first local service

should not be credited.

First, Petitioner's proposed facility would place a 1

mV/m siqnal over the entirety of Lubbock. Pet. Rule Makinq Tech.

Exhibit Fiq. 7A. Second, Wolfforth clearly sits in the shadow of

Lubbock. It has a population of only 1,941, while Lubbock -­

only three miles away -- has a popUlation of 186,206 or about one

hundred times the size of Wolfforth.~ Finally, Wolfforth is

clearly an inteqral part of the Lubbock metropolitan area.

Wolfforth has no airport or hospital; residents thus

depend on Lubbock for those facilities. W It has no local media

distinct from Lubbock; residents rely upon the Lubbock newspaper,

radio stations and television stations. Exhibit A at 2. Its

advertisinq market is thus indistinquishable from the Lubbock

advertisinq market. Wolfforth's political identity is also

inseparable from Lubbock. State House District 83 combines

Wolfforth with most of the territory inside the "loop" (the

~ Rand KcHI.ly 1995 CgpeeEcil. At.,. i Marketing Guide
527, 532 (126th ed. 1995) ("Band McN'••Y").

~ at 532.
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hiqhway rinqinq the city) in Lubbock. Exhibit B. And Texas's

19th federal conqressional district combines Wolfforth with most

of Lubbock. Exhibit C. Work patterns also bind Wolfforth to

Lubbock. Accordinq to Wolfforth's community fact sheet, only one

of the city's few employers (apart from the school district) has

over one hundred employees. Exhibit A at 5. The next five

employers on the list each employ fewer than 20, and the

remainder employ fewer than 10. .IsL..

Wolfforth would thus better be described as dependent

on Lubbock than interdependent with Lubbock. The 1995 Band

McNally cgmaercial Atlas and Marketing Guide identifies Wolfforth

as beinq in the Lubbock Banally Metro Area. W Geoqraphically,

economically, politically, de.oqraphically, socially and

culturally, Wolfforth's identity is inextricably bound up with

Lubbock's. In fact, Wolfforth emphasizes that "Lubbock is

rapidly qrowinq in the [direction of Wolfforth]," that "[l]ess

than three miles separate the two city limit siqns," and that

"[t]he citizens of Wolfforth have all the advantaqes and

conveniences of a larqe city." Exhibit A at 5.

Perhaps the best indication of Wolfforth's dependence

on and shared identity with Lubbock comes from the state of mind

of Ms. Donna Hudson at Wolfforth City Hall. Asked whether any

pUblications or literature about Wolfforth were available, she

W Band KgMAlly at 532. Banally Metro.Areas are de.iqned
to include "central cities, satellite co_unities, and suburbs"
and to offer a "precise look at areas of concentrated
population." .IsL.. at 97.
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answered no and stated: "We're just not big enough for that."

Landry Aff. Exhibit 0 at ! 4. Asked whether there were any radio

or television stations in Wolfforth, she answered no and stated:

"Being right here in Lubbock," there is "no need to have those

things when we have them right here at our fingertips." Landry

Aff. Exhibit 0 at ! 3. These views of a Wolfforth official speak

volumes about the state of mind of residents in Wolfforth,W who

appreciate well their shared identity with Lubbock.

Littlefield, by contrast, is a highly independent city.

The Commission has twice underscored the need for a local FM

service there, in 1988 and as recently as 1991.W There is

nothing in the petition that warrants a change from those policy

jUdgments. Littlefield has a population of 6,489, according to

the 1990 Census.~ rt is the county seat of Lamb county.W It

has its own local government, independent school district, police

department, fire department and municipal airport. W It has a

railroad (the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe), a post office, four

banks, a hospital, and other businesses, many of which identify

a.. Fed. R. Evid. 803(3).

W Aaandaept of Sectign 73.202Cb), Table of Allotments, EM
Broadcast stations (Littl.filld. Texas), 6 FCC Red 1503
(Allocations Branch, Miss Media. Bur. 1991); Aaendlant of s'ction
73.202(b). Table of Allotments. FM BrgadCAlt stations (Heretord
and Littletield. T•••• ; ADd Texico. New Mexico), 3 FCC Red 6516
(Pol'y & Rules Div. Masl Media Bur. 1988).

Rand McNally at 527.

11/
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themselves with Littlefield. W It has its own local newspaper,

AM radio station and -- until now -- FM station allotment. W In

light of these factors, the Commission's allotment criteria

clearly disfavor crediting Wolfforth with a "first local service"

and removing the only authorized FM facility from Littlefield.

w 1dL These include Littlefield Butane Co., Littlefield
Carpet Service Cleaners, Littlefield Christian Academy,
Littlefield Cleaners, Littlefield Clinic, Littlefield Delinting
co., Littlefield Farmers Cooperative Gin, Littlefield Feedyard,
Littlefield Golf Courae, Littlefield Manor Apartments,
Littlefield Mercantile, Littlefield Radiator Service, Littlefield
Self Storaqe, Littlefield Service Center and Littlefield
Veterinary Hospital. Search of SelectPhone Central Reqion CD-Rom
Database (2.0 ed. 1995).

W The licen.ee of Littlefield's only operational station,
KZZN(AM), h~~ now expre••ed intere.t in a new FM allotment in
Littlefield. Co_nts of BIIlil Macha. This newfound interest
merits little weiqht. Absent showinq a valid basis for delay,
the Commission has required Petitioner to initiate FM service to
Littlefield by November 1995. a.a 47 C.F.R. S 73.3534 (1995).
Macha, in contrast, was nowhere in siqht durinq the five years
after the FM allocation to Littlefield and before Petitioner's '
application for a construction permit. To permit Petitioner to
abandon the FM service to Littlefield required to be initiated by
November 1995 in favor of this speculative possibility for local
service at some indefinite point in the future would clearly
disserve the public interest.
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, KLLL urqes that the

petition to amend Section 73.202(b) be rejected.

Respectfully submit

Wilmer, cutler & Pickerinq
2445 M Street, N.W.
Washinqton, D.C. 20037
(202) 663-6000

Counsel for Lee W. Shubert, Trustee

Auqust 25, 1995
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COMM .SURVEY
• LOCATION _ +EDUCATION ___

Nearby
MeIropolitan Cities

LuIIbook, T....

Distance in
Miles

3

Public SChool Budget: 19 94-95 $ 23,251,121
Bonded Indebtedness$_..=34::::l,~57~8:!:,73.=:9~ _

(Class)

Total Assets
$2.31 billion

Number
11Banks .

Slvinga& 1
l.oII'I AIIClCiItions _ NIA

Plant Financill AIIiItance Available: Ves (X ) No ( )
American link of Commerce of Wolfforth $178,375,000

Newspaper(s) _....:L=u=b-=bo:::-c:::k..:.:A:.:.v.=..=nce~..::.Jo=u::.:.mII.:.::::.:.I _

Daily (0) 1 Weeldy (W)_--:2::.....-_
Out of Town Papers -:2:....- ---'- _

Radio Stations(s) Lubbock 8-AM; "-FM

Television Stations(s) _-:6;;..;L~u~b-..::.bo,;.;oC:.:.:k _

caDle TMvision V.....I..lon Cable Channels 28+5 Premium
Telephone Service __G=..TE;;,.=..,. _

Post OffIce Firat

Number Number Number
SChools Teachers Grades Enrolled

LOCI! CoIIete(s) TaM TICh Unlytrlfty; Lubbock Chriatiln
Un",; SOUth PIIIn' Jr. Col...; Wftland IIptIlt Untventtv
EnroIImInt 24.aoo; 1.120; 1.200; 110
CoIlIges Within Commuting Distance _

SouIb PIIInI Jr. CotIlat=3Q mi..

Lubbock - WoIIIorth ....
Average cost per sq. ft. for EXISTING home, three-bedroom:
HIgh 111 Medium '" Low HO
Averqe cost per sq. ft. for NEW home, three-bIdroom:
High _ Medium 147 Low 141

Typical Lot Size: 71'''' x 110'-121' .a, n.
Typical Lot Cost Range: UIlll·MlQQH2lIlK:lll.·IIII·iKlOOOIaL- _

+COMMUNICATIONS _

Elementary 4 153 PrtK-4 2'-
Intermediate 1 44 5 • 8 m
Junior High 1 41 7·. m
High School 1 10' ·12 '"
PubIlc School SpIciaI ProgramsVae:tttt'.............1TraWl
........... T...... Ald. SCiInct. v•. H0mt lIOn"
'pnlll EducIdIan. H!IIth OCcUR" GIftIdII.....

+FlNANClAL _

+HOUSING _

2

1

1

301

123

FACILITIES
Catholic

Monthly
AvtrIQI

January 31••
July 10••

22.31­
10.'-

4nt 1800 44%

1970

17UM
1.010

TotII Rooms

Civic Clubs

Ubrarils

11
•

1,700

1980

211,111

1,701

1990

222.131
1,141

AInIIl Average RaInfall (inches)

~Avnge Snowfall (inches)

DIya 8IlwIIn KilIlng Frost
Days Over 90 DIgl'ees

HellIng DIgnIe Days TotII
CocMing DIgnIe Days Total
RIIative Humidity Percent by Hour: (Awrage)
00 71" 0600 82% 1200

Churches (Number): Protastant _---;114:....-

JewiIh +
Number MotII8IHot8Is +

Coumy Clubs +
Museums _ +

City Intnunural Sports Program? VII

Number of Parks .... '....... LocaLI--11__

NIIJby LaJces luf!Ito Wnp. WbIII BIw ' */ , - BlnMID
CMygn..... 1IaGKInPt

Temperature

AmartIIo,T....

AIR Recrution: BoItIna. FI.hlna. Hunlna. C_RIng. IM!W
IDQfI wtlbln 15-mUe [Idly.,

Other Recreation Facilities in Immediate Area:
5 AgIf CQMIMI=bybbockj 3 8acqyIt Clubl:LubDgckj

5 """""nl PgpIti,ybQpck

County

City

Estimated Present Population City, .....:2=,400= _

Estimated Present Population County__-=22=4'L:.;748~ _

3,231'Average ElevatlonL.....- .__-==__
+POPULATION _

+CUMATE _
Annual

Average
81'

+



"-.GOVERNMENT _ ~MEDI~.iL _

7,100 CountY
4

FemaJes _

1,100 +·County
2,835 County

Nil.

+LABOR ANALySIS _

Hospitals: Number 7 Beds 1.100
Clinics: Number 8 Beds _
Rest Homes: Number 3 Beds _
Doctors 850+ Dentists Included
Nearest Regional Health Center __---:L=.=u:=bbock=::::.. _
Trained Emergency Transportation? V..:,:II=- _

Ground VII Air VII

6.7

No
No

No ( )
Yes (X)
Yes (X)

Date of Report ~DIc~=em:::=be:::r~1:..::913= __:"':"":"'-
Work Force: CounIy__1:.::2:.:..1'L.:;4I2==-_
Radius of Labor Drawing Area ---:;:4:::S..:,:m:::I.:::III::.- _
Esti. Available: MaJe 137,000 totll
Annual Number High School Graduates
Amual Number High School Graduates
Work Stoppages in Last 5 Years
Manufacturing Employment
Manufacturing Workers in Unions
Unemployment Rate
Right·to·Work Law Yes (X)
Wage and/or Labor Information Available
In-Plant Training Funds Available

Plaming Commission: Yes ( X) No ( )

Zoning Regulations: Yes ( X) No ( )

City Financing: 19 94-t5 Total Operating Budget (including)

water, sewer, etc., but not capital improvements or debt retirement
MM,754

Type of Govemment ---..:C~I.:.ltyi".;C:;QU:::.:::nc=II _

Number of Councilmen --....;S"-'P',;.,;.;;;...,;;;..;;;:..=.oo.y.;;;.or'-- _

Police Dept. Personnel: (Fun lime) 3

Fire Dept. Personnel: (Full lime) ~

(Volunteer) 23
Equipment 3 Pump!!'!j 1 Tankerj 1 Reacue Unit

service Provided Industry Beyond Corporale Limits or By
County Police, Fire, AmbullnC!, 911 Sy.tem

Other Law Enforcement in Area County Sherlffj
Dept. of Public 8af!ty

Total Tax Collections 1211'-
Payment on Bonds & Capital Expenses S257,174
Bonded Debt·General Obligation S41',OOO
Revenue Bonds SHO,OOO+UTILITIES AND SERVlCES__

ELECTRICITY

Power Suppliers(s) __Sgulbwa_lIIU_ un.LP~ · DlcuSlry-....I!liiClII.JIICillQIDIlllla.lIln~y~

Power Distributor(s) _....JSout...lAlbwutaLLlllll_mL.LLlp;;.a UlIcI&.llSlryIllLlUlIClW&.lClI&lamlllllllDlllllll.nQly~

NATURAL GAS
Gas Supplier(s) __...IEi.LDIf _'--__. _

Gas Distributor(s) _----'E_nwtr~g L-. _

Transmission Une Size__10• ............• _

Highways serving Area US...
Divided 4-Lane Highway serving City? ~U~SuRat:lI-I2 _

RAILROADS
Names SMaFlYII. Whlt!flc'. and LUbllock Rllirotd
Piggyback Service Y.!.llla.. _

Frequency of Switching service __...!!Dat~tyL- _

Number of Daily Trains __:2 _

MOTOR FREIGHT CARRIERS
Interstate RDldwlly. T,x-Pack. Vlliow. AIF. ANR. C4tntrlll.

Conaofldltlcl.RIIYII,Sun

AIR

Local Commercial Air service Yes (X) No ( )

Calriers South,,",. AlIIII1cIn ''*AM. Unbid ExprMI

Other Commercial Air service Within Commuting Distance
City SI.... Milts 9 m.1It
Carriers Slme
Nearest Local Airport-Runway Length __1.:..:1:.z::'-=~(NIS.:.::.)u.i.:i"l:0G0~(t.::EJW):::.::~

Paved? V., Ughts? _---:V:.::II::.- Instruments? VII

Charter or Private Facilities at Airport _......::::..,=-:;,;;".;:;;.'-- _
Air Freight Carriers Service City: __--=C~o:.::u:::nty.:&... _

BUS SERVICE
Name T.N.M.'O., G"yhound, Contlnantll

Intracity Service Yes (X) No ( )

Parcel service UPS

Intrastate Big StItt. alA, Ct!!tI1t. MIII,IOI. T,x-Pack.

Giblon (Serytcu to Haw Mexico)

.'TRANSPORTATION _

Coverage_--==-_%
Coverage • %

___ Total CostlDay$41

WATER

Name of Supplier City of WoIffonb
Source Undtrgrpund SourcM 12· Wltl.

Maximum Daily Capacity _....J1...::.420_...IOO.K.-_. GPO

Peak Load 611.. GPO

Storage Capacity: Overhead 1QQ.W Gals.

Ground ••IlOO Gals.

Water Cost-lndustriaJ:

Example: 100,000 gallons per day S230_"- Total CostlDay

SEWERS

Storm sewer. Yes () No (X)

Sanitary sewer. Yes (X) No ( )
Treatmenl Plant: Type __.....3I1L.alLlaoont..IXIJ·llIL- _

Capacity 5,000 Population Present Load 41=-__%

Solid Waste Dispoeal Landftll - Lullbock

Sewage Cost·lndustrial: (domestic)

Example: 100,000 gallons per day

OTHER FUELS
Fuel Oil Distributor(s) ---:NI=A~ _
Coal Source ....:NI=A~ _

LP Gas Diatributor(s) __W=.=;o,;.;,Ifforth==-=L:::;.P;..:.;..:G=,::.;::.'-- _



Major Products Grown and Estimated Volume Produced In Area:

10CIIId In WoltlPrtb city "mitt

Cotton - 250.000 .....i Grltn - 1,m,1OO cwti

Size

1,411Full-time Military

Civilian

...... AlrForce ...

P.O. lox 36

No. of

Employees

Wolfforth, Tex.. 79312

SITES

Size Ceiling Height Suitable For

ContllCt - Wolfforth Am Chamber of Com......

Name
North and South of Wolfforth

Average Cost Per Acre For A 50·Acre Industrial Site With Utilities Adjacent

10 Site $1,500-$10,000 IAcre

+GOVERNMENf INSTAUATIONS IN AREA

+OTIIER INFORMATION---

+EXISTING BUILDINGS _

+AVAILABLE lNDUSTRIAL LAND SITES

-0- %

-0- %

Rate
7.75 %

County

Yes (Xl No (

Yes (Xl No ( )

Yes () No (Xl

Yes () No (X)

Type:

Retail~s

Indv. Income:

Minimum Rate

Maximum RE.te

Rate

-0- %

-0- %

_--=:;20:.-eJGal.

City

Yes (Xl No (

Yes (Xl No (

Yes (Xl No ( l
Yes () No (X)

Gasoline

Com SIIMt - 51,00 buthtl.

Lubbock County only - 45,000 fwd

Estimated Number of Livestock Units Raised/FedlSlaughtered In Area:

5 mtHion fwd and llayabllrld In 15O=mllt ....UI

Food Processing In The Area: PrIIton MIlt PMkIq

STATE TAXES

Type:

Corporate Income

Intangibles

TAX CATEGORIES

Type:

Inventory

Machinery·Equip.

Retail Sales

Income

• AGIUCULTIJRE _

4:': TAXES
"

Tax Year 1994-1995

Rate I Manufacturers Real Property

[!J $100 D $1,000

Tax Assess. Effective Rate

Rate Ratio In City Out City

City $ .57 100 % $ .57 $

County $ .171 100 % $ .171 $ .171

School $ 1.470 100 % $ 1.470 $ 1.470

State $ % $ $

Hospital $ .1048 100 % $ .1041 $ .1041

Water $ .0014 100 % $ .0814 $ .0084


